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R E MA RKS 


On a late Pamphlet, called 


A Defence of the Examination of 2 
Book, intituled, A brief Account 
of many of the Proſecutions of the 


Peo ple called Quakers, &c. 


= 80 far as the CLeroy of the Dioceſe of 
Re * nenn N 


SECT. 1. 
Remarks on the Defender's Introduction, and 
bis Miſrepreſentations of the Caſes of the Two 
1 concerned. ; 


E Defender, in his firſt den 3 
preſents the Quakers as © ſeeming to 
te be ſurpriz d at the Obſervations of 


« the Examiner, concerning the Largeneſs of 


« the Dioceſe of St. David's, and the very 
« few Proſecutions that have been complain d 
hs 29 as commenc d there by Clergymen, vi. 
but 


116 


47 


= but tuo in forty Years.” * They ſet out, 


e ſays he, pag. 2. with asking a Queſtion, 


« What is all this for? The . of which 
Ryeſtion is in their next Words, viz. © What 
* has the Quakers Account to do with the 
«© Extent of the Dioceſe of St. David's? Their 
" * Sufferings by 1180 Proſecutions had been 

«« equally grievous, though not one of them 


© had been within that Dioceſe.” Upon this, 
too clear for him to quote, was grounded what 
immediately follows, and is by him cited, 

Def. pag. 3. wiz. © Theſe Obſervations there- 


© fore of the Examiner are but artful Amuſe- 


* ments, tending to divert his Readers At- 
e tention, from the main Point, to a Matrer 
of no Conſequence.” In citing which he 


has omitted the Word Therefore, leſt it ſhould 


prompt his Reader to ask Wherefore, and 
thence diſcover the Reaſon by us given, and 


by the Defender, not without Cauſe, concealed ; | 
for his Prudence might caſily ſee, it would 
have a ſhrewd Influence on his Anſwer to our 

Query, What is all this for? © It was, ſays be, 
iin ** firſt Place to ſhew in general how "y 
little Trouble the Quakers have met 
from any Perſons whatſoever, in fo large a 
_« Dioceſe, for ſo long a Space of Time.” 


Which general Anſwer is no Anſwer, unleſs 


the 2rakers general Complaint had been limi- 
ted to that Dioceſe, which, he knows, it was 


not. © In the ſecond Place, ſays he, it was to 
“ ſhew in particular, how far ſo numerous 


"Ny a Clergy have been for ſo my a Time, 


_ 6c from 5 


3) 


« from making any improper Uſe of the Laws 
now in being.” Surely, we may here ask 
again, What's all this for? Can there be any 
need of ſhewing that a numerous Clergy are not 
guilty of what only Two of them are charg'd 
with? The Charge, ſo limited, naturally ſup- 
poſes all the reſt innocent; the plain Conſe- 
quence of which is, that the Fault of thoſe 
Two, who have made an improper Uſe of the 
Laws in being, is aggravated in proportion to 
the Number of good Examples of a numerous 
Brotherhood, who have no. 
The Defender proceeds, pag. 3. And con- 
<«« ſequently, how poor the Plea is, that the 
«© Duakers, after all their Search, can draw 
from the Uſage they have met with in that 
large Diſtrict, to induce the Legiſlature not 
to truſt the Clergy any longer with the Be- 
« nefit and Aſſiſtance of ſuch Laws.” 
That thoſe Laws have not been neceſſary to 
the numerous Clergy there, is apparent from 
their general Diſuſe of them for ſo many Years 
together; and that they have been neither 
| beneficial nor helpful to thoſe two who have 
us' d them, is clear by their own Confeſſions : 
The One of them complains of the Loſs of his 


Demand, with additional Charges and Ex- 


pences, amounting to Twenty four Pounds Two 
Sbillings and Six Pence, of which, ſays he, 
Examination pag. 15. I have not been reim- 
<« burs'd one Farthing.” The Other of them 
tells us, Exam. pag. 18. that © he never had 
* one Penny of the Two Pounds Fourteen Shil- 
Es as. 
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lings, which he proſecuted and impriſoned 
the Widow for. Tis obſervable, that the reſt 
of the Clergy there, who have not had Re- 
courſe to ſuch Laws, have not complained of 
 fuch Loſſes. Beſides, the Uſe of thoſe Laws 
carries a Reflection on the Wiſdom and Goodneſs 
_of thoſe Two Clergymen, if they will believe 
one of the prime Patrons for the Clergy in the 
ſent Cauſe, who fays, * There is great 
<< Probability that every wi Clergyman, for 
* his own Sake, and every good Clergyman, 
in Compaſſion to his Neighbour the Qua- 
c ker, will take the eaſy and cheap Method 
<< preſcribed by the Act of the 7th and 8th of 
King William the zd, for the Recovery of 
their Dues.” So that, in the Opinion of 


one of their own Advocates, thoſe two Cler- | 
 eymen, fo far as they have taken other mea- = 


| ſures, are neither un nor good. This brings 
the Iſſue of the Affair into a very ſhort Queſti- 
on, viz. Whether tuo Clergymen, in this Di- 
 oceſe, neither wile nor good, ought to be truſted 
with a Power of oppreſſing their Neighbours, by 
ſuch Laws, as the numerous Body of wiſe and 
good Clergymen there will probably never make 
ee of? This is a Queſtion which diſintereſted 
Perſons will hardly differ in the Solution of. 
This leads us to what the Defender, pag. 3. 
calls the great Point, which he fays, is a 
% Repeal of certain Laws by which at preſent 
« the Rights of the Efabliſhed Clergy are ſe- 


* The Country Parſor.s Plea, pag. 38. 7 


— 


1 
« cured;” but he ſhould have ſaid, A Re- 
<« peal of certain Laws, ſo far as reſpects De- 
« mands recoverable without them, for that 
only is the great Point : The Repreſentation 
made by the Qyakers to the Parliament was, 
«© That there have been proſecuted in England 
* and Wales, for Demands recoverable by the 
* Acts of the 7th and 8th of King William 
the 3d, above Eleven Hundred of that Peo- 
% ple, of whom near Three Hundred were 
committed to Priſon, and ſeveral of them 
died Priſoners.” To verify this Repreſen- 
tation, from the Clergies Clamour againſt it, 
as a bare Surmiſe of the Quakers, a Specifica- 
tion of Facts was collected; and the Force of 
them is unavoidable, unleſs it can be proved, 
either that the Proſecutions themſelves were 
not, or that the Sums demanded were not 
otherwiſe recoverable. Where neither of theſe 
is done, as in the Cafes of theſe two Clergy- 
men, the main Point is not attended to. Cir- 
cumſtances of leaſt Conſequence miniſter moſt 
Occaſion for Cavils and Controverſy, and for 
that Reaſon in bad Cauſes are moſt inſiſted on. 
We had faid, Vindication pag. 68, that fle 
Quakers Complaint was not of Ciergymen; upon 
which the Defender thus remarks, pag. 3, 4. 
How then came the Caſcs of theſc tw par- 
* ticular Clergymen to be under Conſideration ? 
And what are the Mcrginal Notes put under 
* the Caſes of theſe two Cle:gymen, (as well 
as under the Caſes of diverſe others in their 
© Breef Account) but Complaints and Enu- 
3535 _ * merations 
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<< merations of pretended Hardſhips and Suf- 
_« ferings brought upon Quakers by Clergy- 
St | | | 
Had we form'd ſuch general Queries from 
8 Caſes, the Clergy would probably 
ve imputed it to our Ignorance of Logick : 
But the Defender, we preſume, is not igno- 


rant, that this Way of Reaſoning, tho' us'd by 


him, is altogether reajonles. He might as 
well have charg'd us with complaining againſt 
all Mankind: Let him but change the Word 
Clergymen every where in the foregoing Qyc- 
ries into the Word Men, and he will find 
them operate with equal Force. Away with 
ſuch Sophiftry ! It proves nothing, except, 


what a mcan Opinion the Uſer of it muſt have 


entertain'd of his Readers Underſtanding. 
Def. pag. 4. he charges us with dropping 
and ſuppreſſing in our Appendix thoſe very 
* material Words in the Examination, viz. 
Finding their Caſes had been unduly repre- 
« ſented in a Book preſented to the Members 
of both Houſes of Parliament.” Which 
very material Words, as ſpoken by themſekves, 
introductory to their own Defence, have indeed 
no Matter in them, but Matter of Form, and 
are never accepted in Proof of any thing. 
But the Defender would have us underſtand 
from thoſe very material Words, that the In- 
cumbents do undertake a Confutation of the 
Charge againſt them: Which yet the Exami- 


ner, in the Introduction to the Examination, 


has aſſured us, they don't ſo much as deny: 
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His Words are, © That each of theſe o Cler- 


cc Heer did proſecute a Quaker for with-hold- 


„ing from him his legal Dues, one in the 


ce as of Great Srfions in Males, the other 
« in the Eccſeſiaſtical Court, is not deny'd.” 
Do they undertake to conſute what they do not 
deny? Tis plain, they deny not the Charge, 
but cavil at ſome Circumſtances attending it: 
About which Word Circumſtances the Defen- 
der has another Complaint againſt us, pag. 5. 
that in quoting from the Examination this Pai- 
ſage, wiz, © What is deny d is this, that the 
0 "Qrakers have fairly repreſented the Circum- 
5 « Nancro of the two ſaid Projfectrtions,” We 
kane dropp'd the Word Circumflanc - Jaw 5 | 
* Reaſon of their fo doing, ſovs be, is left to 
the Reader to gucſs. For Removal of all 
Doubt in this Caſe, we aſſure him and the 
Reader, that the Omiſſion of the Word Ci 
cumſtances was no more than an Error of the 
Preſs, and that we intended the Inſertion of it, 
may appear from our Words a little lower in 
the ſame Page, bg. We therefore proceed, 
2 Firft, to lay before him [the Reader] cach 
de particular Fad ; and Seco diy , to conſider 


the Objections of the poriice!zr Incumbcn EE 


« to the CipcunsTANCEs attending ir.“ 
We own our ſelves reſponſible for the T Tru :th 
of our Marginal Notes, all which were Impor= 
tially inſerted, as well, When in favour of the 
Proſecutor, as when otherwiſe. Whether tize 
two Incumbents have difprov'd any Circum- 
Nance * us related, muſt be refer:'d to the 


Reader 8 


(0) = 
Reader's Judgment, when he ſhall have pe- 
rus'd the following Sections. 


„* — 


SECT. II. 


Man on the Re ply of Thomas Philipps, 
1 f Lanes. 


T HE Circumſtances, objected to by the 
= Vicar, in the Caſe of Daniel Wilkans, 5 
wer, 
1. That the Vicar's Demand on Daniel 
Williams was about One Shilling and Six-pence. 
2. That Daniel Wilkams's . not a Qua- 
ker, tendred the Vicar Five Shillings before 
any Proſecution began, bidding him, take his 


: Due for his Father's Tithe, but the Vicar re- 
fus d it, and replied, Dante muſt ſuffer. 


3. That his ( Daniel Wilkams's) Goods, worth 
about Twenty Pounds, were ſeized and diſ- 
yon of without Appraiſment. 


I. Tothe ff. of theſe Circumſtances, the 
Vicar objected, Exam. pag. 12. that the | 
ee Bill he filed was for Thirteen Shillings, due 
for the Tithe of Hay, Obventions and Ob- 
« lations, for a certain Number of Years.” 
| To this we anſwer'd, Vindication pag. 75. 
that Our Account related to his orogaal : 
Demand before the Proſecution ; bis, 


_ to what he afterward declared for i in the 
> WB 


"+ 


611) 
<« Bill he filed, in which he might ſay what 
he pleaſcd, and have made a Claim, had 
he thought fit, of twenty Times more than 
his firſt Demand: That therefore the truth 
of the Circumſtance was not in the leaſt af- 
e fected by his Narration of a different Claim 
e made by him at another Time, and on ano- 
< ther Occaſion.” We alſo obſervd, (Exam. 
pag. 76. in the Margin) that © the Vicar's 
« firſt Demand was only for the Tithe of a 
« little Hay, but that being refus'd him, he 
<« inſerted alſo in his Bill a Claim for Oblations 
« and Obventions for about a Dozen Years 
„„ 5 . 
To which the Vicar's Reply, Def. pag. 10, 
11. is, What the Authors of the Appendix 

mean, pag. 75. by the original Demand, I 
do not underſtand, (there being but one 
made, and that for th:rteen Shillings) unleſs 
the ſending my Servant to REASON with 
Daniel Williams, why he carried off the 
“ Tithe of an Acre and half of Hay, in Hay 
<« Harveſt 1719, and the like Quantity in Hay 
<« Harveſt 1720, be deemed ſuch. But al. 
« lowing this to be called a Demand, how 
« comes it to be valued at no more than One 
« Shilling and Six-pence * The Tithe due to 
« me inthe Year 1720, Was the Tithe of 3 
Acres of Hay, (i. e. the Tithe of one Acre 
« and an half for two Ycars) and it is well 
« known to the Neighbourhood, that Hay 
about this Town generally ſells for twenty 
« Shillings an Acre, How then comes the 
B « Tithe: 


cc 
cc 


cc 
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« Tithe of three Acres of Hay to be valued at 
* no more than One Shilling and Six-pence ? 
<« But that my Demand was for thirteen Shil- 
lings is manifeſt, not only from the Bill in 
* Chancery, to which I appealed, pag. 12. of 
« the Exam. but alſo from the * expreſs Te- 
* ſtimony of Daniel Williams himſelf, the 
* very Perſon of whoſe Evidence they have 
* made ſo much Uſe in the Appendix. For 
« in a Letter of Daniel Williams directed to 
* Dr. Otley, then Lord Biſhop of St. Da vid s, 
and dated from Carmarthen Caſtle the Cth 
of the 6th Month 1722, (which Letter 1 
am ready at any time to produce) he tells 
the Biſhop that thirteen Shillings had been 
* demanded of him. LE 
And fince ſo much has been ſaid of the 
Value of my Demand, I take this O-portu- 
* nity of acquainting the Reader from what 
© Particulars my Demand aroſe. For the 
© Tithe of three Acres of Hay (Hay being ſold 
here for twenty Shillings per Acre) I de- 
« manded fix Shillings; and for Money due to 
* me for Oblations, &c. I demanded jever 
* Shillings, and theſe Sums added together 
« made my Demand to be thirteen Shillings, 


 *® The Vicar in the Margin of his Defence p. 11. 
_ Cites from Daniel Williams's Lelter to Biſhop Ottley 
theſe Words, We Vicar ſent bis Servant, and a Man 
with him to my Shop Window: I being there, be de- 
* manded of me, if I would pay bis Maſter Tithe-Offer- 
« ing. I asked him, how much it was, and he told me 
„ gbirieen Shillings.” 1 ” 


wo 


— 


SJ 
1 


23 
' 


*« which was the very 
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Sum I pray'd might be 
<< paid me, in my Bill in the Court of Great 
cc Sefion 2 | | Es - 


By this Reply, it ſeems, the Vicar docs not 
underſtand what we mean by the original De- 
mand, unleis we mean, what indeed we do 


mean, viz. That he ſent his Servant to de- 


mand 15. 64. of Daniel Williams for Tythe of 


Hay. He indeed calls it © ſending his Ser- 
« vant to reaſon with Daniel Williams, why 
ha carried off the Tithe.” The Reader will 
eaſily determine, whether a Demand of the 
Money, or * Reaſoning, was the Servants more 
probable Errand. The Vicar himſelf too is 

10 condeſcending as to allow us to call it a De- 


mand. His Words are, Allowing this to be 
 « called a Demand, How comes it to be va- 
© lued at no more than one Shilling and fix 
% Pence?” The Reaſon is plain; becauſe it 


does not appear to have been any more, and 


| becauſe the Vicar produces no Manner of Proof 
to ſhew, that either the Quantity or Value of 


Daniel Wilkamss Hay, was what he talks 


of. Tiis obſervable too, that the Vicar don't 


ſay a Word of his Servant's Reaſoning about 


Obventions or Oblations: Thoſe Claims feem 
not to be then thought of, but inſerted after- 


„„  _- 


— 


ä 


„Had ibis Reaſoning been the Rufineſs, u would 
not have been beneath the Vicar to have went himſelf. 
For, the producing ſubſtantial Reaſons azain/! a 


Man's carrying off the Tithe of bis own Hay, ould 
beno Di ſhonour to the Abilities of the mo/tlearned Cler- 
Eymann in Wales 10 undertake. 5 
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ward, with an Advance of his Claim for Tithe, 
to give the more plauſible Appearance to his | 
Bill in Chancery, in which his original De- 
mand of one Shilling and fix Pence, would have 
look d very diminutive. 


The Extract of Daniel W; Hams 8 Letter t to 


2 Biſhop Ottley, dated near two Years after the 


Vicar had enlarg'd his Claim and fil'd his Bill, 
proves nothing, unleſs it be, that the Vicar, 
at another Time, ſent his Servant and a Man 
with him, to make a Demand different fiom 
his firſt, and agreeable to the Bill he deter- 
mined to prefer : This Letter bears date from 
Carmarthen Caſtle, the 6th of the 6th Month, 
1722, near a Year after Daniel Williamss 
Commitment thither, and about three Months 
before his Diſcharge: Had the Vicar been 
pleaſed to have alſo communicated what the 
Biſhop writ or ſaid to him upon the Subject of 
that Letter, it might probably have enabled 
his Reader to judge, whether the ſubſequent 
Releaſe of Daniel Williams proceeded from the 
Vicar's own meer Motion, or at the preſſing : 
Inſtances of his Dioceſan. . 


His Enumeration of the Particulars which 


the Sum claimed in his Bill aroſe from, has 


no Relation to his firſt Demand, but may be 
uſeful to demonſtrate, what an Heap of tri 


vial 


3 8 Had "the Vicar how oarticaler 1 in this . 
Caſe, we ſhiuld perbaps have found the greater Part 
| of his Demands ſued for, ariſe from the Acceſſion ef 


Groats and Two-pences, under the Name * Eaſter 
Oltrings, 1 


1 


RO OT 


cc 


cc 


cc 
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vial Pretenfions a Man reſolv'd to ruin his 


N cighbour will collect, to make his Claim 


ſeem of ſome Importance. 


What we have ſail may ſuffice to bew, | 
that the Vicar has not prov 4 any Minepre- 
ſentation in the % Circumſtance, vg. our 
ſaying, That the Vicar's Demand on Daniel 


©« Williams was about One Shilling and Six 
* 


II. w e come next to the ſecond Circum- 


tance, viz. © That his (Daniel IF illiams's) 


s Son, not a Draker, tendred tne Vicar five 
cc Shilling, betore any Proſecution hegan, bid- 
ac ding him take his Duc for his "Father's 


* Tithe, but the Vicar retus'd it, and replied, 
e Daxrzr muſs ſuffer.” = 


The Vicar's Objection to this, Exam. pa 


A. 5. 


12, 13. was, © I utterly deny that ever any 


9 


Tender at all was made to me by the Son 
of Daniel Williams, either before or after 
the Commencement of the Action ; for I 
never had any Converſation with han, and 
conſequently could never make him auch a 

Reply as that mention'd in the Brief Ac- 
count, DANIEL muſt fufrer. The Tender 

nails wo as ſirbjeguent to the Ac, and was 


cc 


on made to me by Daft 21 el Alu, or his 


« Son.” 

To * our Anfrer, Vind. pag. 76 77, 78, 
was, In this he plainly actn-wiedges the 
« Tender made, and denics.not the mentioned. 
* Reply, which are the mot mate: ial Pois 

8 


— 
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« in this Circumſtance : But he denies that 


either the Tender was made to him by, or 
* the Reply made by him to, the Son of Da- 
« mel Williams; for, ſays he, I never had 
any Converſation with him,” which laſt 
Words ſeem to us evaſive, and deſigned to 
© ſcreen his Denial from the Imputation of 
&« Falſhood; for Daniel Williams's Son might 
« ſend the Money tendred either by his Wife, 
te or ſome other Perſon, and the Vicar might | 
« ſend his Reply by the fame Perſon ; and 
tis well known, that in ſuch Caſes, a Man 
1c 1s uſually, and in common Acceptation, 
« ſaid to do a Thing which he employs ano- 
<< ther to do for him. In ow uſual Senſe, 
Daniel Williams's Son t ly enough 
© be faid to make a 2 — and the Vicar to 
bo « make a Reply, without having any imme- 
© diate Perſonal Converſation one with the 
other. But the Vicar ſays, the Tender was 
made ſubſequent to the Action, whereas the 
« Duakers Account fays, it was before any 
_ « Proſecution : Here is a ſeeming Dif- 
« ference, but eaſily reconcileable, becauſe 
< the Plaintiff probably dates the Commence- 
ment of his Suit from the Time he gave Or- 
* ders for it, and the Defendant from the 
Time he was ſerved with the Proceſs : Be- 
« tween which Times this Tranſaction might 
* happen, and occaſion an innocent Variation 
- M8 * Report of it, without any Falſhood 
juſtly l to either of the Parties. 


he 


* 
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The Vice in his Rely $0 this Def. pag. 8. 


declares himſelf greatly ſurprized to find 


us aſſerting, that © he * acknowledges 
e the Tender made,” though nothing can be 
plainer than his own Words before cited, viz. 


The Tender made me was ſubſequent to the 


« Action.” What does he mean by the Ten- 
der, if not the Tender of five Shillings which 


we ſpoke of? For there was no Debate about 
any other Tender. He indeed cavils about the 
Circumſtances of that Tender, viz. the Peron 


by whom, and the Time when it was made. 
He denied that the Tender was made him by 


the Son of Daniel Wilkams. But he has not 


yet denied what we faid, Vind. pag. 77. © that 
= 2 Wilkams's Son might ſend the Mo- 


ey tendred, either by bis Wife or ſome 


« . 0 Perſon,” and that in ſuch Caſes a 
Man is uſually faid to do a Thing which he 
« employs another to do for him.” If the 
Vicar will plainly fay, that the Tender was 
neither made by Daniel Williamss Sqn, nor 
by any Perſon Fl nt by him; it will be incum- 
bent upon the Vicar to ſpecify the Perſon's 
Name who made it without his Order. When 
he does that, which we think, he cannot, let 
him inſert that Perſon's Name inſtead of Da- 
niel Wilkams's Son, and he will find his Cauſe 
not one Tittle either better or worſe than it was 
before. Of ſo little Conſequence is all his Ca- 


villing upon this Point. 5 
As to the Time of the Tender, which is 


more material, he fays, Def. bes · 8. I take 


| * this 
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= hy Occaſion of declaring ex piclly, t that 
<* neither the Perſon they name, nor indeed 
* any one elſe, ever made me any Tender be- 
fore the Proſecution began.“ But this muſt 
be explained by what he lays in the next Page, 
where, upon obſerving that he * probably 
& dates the Commencement of his Suit from 
the Time he gave Orders for it,” he replies, 
Why, fo moſt certainly he did: And farther, up- 
on a Review of his Papers, fays, I can aſ- 
« ſert from them, that I had actually given 
my Directions to my Sollicitor about taking 
aut a Subfœna againſt Daniel Williams, before 
« ::y Tender whatſoever was made to me.“ 
Here he is either inconſiſtent with himſelf, or 
his expreſs Declaration ſhould ha ave becn, 
That neither the Perſon they name, nor in- 


« deed any one elſe, ever made him any Ten- 


« for before he had actually given Directions 
< to his Sollicitor about taking out a Subpæna. 
But this, thcugh it appears to be the utmoſt 
he can aſſert from all the Papers he could come 
at, would import no Contradiction to what we 
: have ſaid. Directions to proſecute are no Pro- 
ſecution. To ſhew that the Proſecution was 
begun, he muſt ſhew that a Suhan, was ac 
tually taken out and ferv'd. If he can't do 
that, though we are not willing to charge him 
with direct Falſhood herein ; yet, 'tis evident, 
that his Earneſineſs to contradict our Aſſertion, 5 
has betray d him into a 2 * Negligence of bis 


. 


Upon 
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Upon our quoting a Letter of Dariel I. . 
ams, ſaying, © the Tender was made 5. 1 
« he was ferv:d with the 54 eu. the Vi- 
car ſmartly qucrics, © Why ticrciore did not 
e the Authors of the Brief Account publiſh 
<« the;: Relation in Dane! William's Words? 
. Why are Words of a different Iinport 
& folſeu in inſtead cf thoſe he had given 
e ther: ? Why are the Words, before le was 
fer with the Subpena, change a into the 
«© Yor ds, before any Projecution be gen! We 
can aſſure him that Chia ange of Ex hreſſion was 
no politick Contrivance: And! had not his Sa- 
gacity diſcover'd the Lift ference, we ſhov!d ſtill 
have thought the Words, as to Deriel J Ji 
dite, to be of one and the fme In: bort. Is 
not the Defendant's being ferved 1 Wach 4 Fu 
Fand, to Lim, the very giſt Step oſ a Proſccu- 
tion; Every-body, the leaſt 8 ed with 
ſnch Procecdiiigs, krous it to be fo, He Was: 
there fore right in dating 05 2 Eros cution from 
the Rel! Aer of it: Put the Vicar ves not fo 
in dating it Tein an Action of 218 . e 
ne mul 125 wo} o be ny 7 Pr oparatoy alid au- 
jecedrat to it, If therefor: he wil 1 not admit 
tris Difference, 5 wenn im and us, 1% be an 
8 Vatiation; „ no. to ay the 

Falſtond, is imruiable to n ef only. | 
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« the Tender after he had ſent for a Subpena, 


« and had put himſelf to Expence on that 


* Account.” 
But it does not appear, to have been then too 


late to countermand his Orders for a Subpena, 


without Charge, and if not, it might have 
been reaſonably expected he ſhould, How- 
ever, we appeal to himſelf, well inſtructed by 


his own Experience of this Suit, Whether it 
had not been more reaſonable for him to have 


accepted the Tender, even with ſuſtaining the 
Loss of a Subpana, than to have carried on a 
long Suit, vexatious to himſelf, and ruinous to 


his Neighbour ; and in the End fit down (if 


we may credit his own Account, Exam. pag. 
15.) with the Loſs of Twenty Four Pounds Two | 
8 <> Mlings and Four Pence, of Which, be favs, 


« have not been reimburs'd one Farthing,” 


Had the Reſtriction we defired taken place 
twenty Years ago, it would have ſav'd him a 


very large Expence, which, if he richtly con- 
ſider, may reaſonably induce him to with us 


Succeſs 1 in cur next Sollicitation. 


The Vicar is ſarther charged in the Brief 
Account Ty ith 5 ing to the . who made 


the Tender, Dax irL ift /ufer. This Charge 
he before ſeemed to er ade, but now expreſly 
 denics, and ſays, Def. pag. 8. © I do declare 
that I never uſed the Words they charge me 


with to any Perſon whatſcever.” He alſo 
calls it, pag. 7. A very unkind Reply, and 
“ ſach an one, ſays he, as, I think indeed, 1 
d Was not capable of making to any one. 


Tis 
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T his Plea is very extraordinary. The Man, 
who a&#ually made Daxter ſuffer, pleads, 
that his tender Diſpoſition was incapable of an 
Expreſſion ſo unkind, as DaxIEL muſt ſirffcr. 
As if it were more unkind to /ay the Thing than 
to 40 it: Suppoſe it were doubtful, which we 
doubt not, Whether he ever laid, Daxter muſt 
 ſeeffer, will not his own Actions determine the 
Point againſt kim, when 'tis apparent to every 
body, chat he forthwith proceeded to make 

 DanitL ſuffer? Does the Undindneſs of ſaying 

 Danier muft ſuffer, bear any proportion to 

that of actually making him ſuffer fifteen 
Months Impriſonment, and the Scqueſtration 

of his Eſtate, both real and perſonal ? Sup- 
poſe it had been as falje as "tis true, that the 
Vicar had faid he world do what he afterward 
did do; would not the Thing dre be a good 
Bar to his Aclion of Scandal for. /a;ing he would 
do it? We here leave the Vicar intangled 


8 in a Net of his own 1 making, and procecd to 


III. The third Circumſtance, which 1 
That his (Daniel Willams's) Goods, 0 orth 
about 20l. were ſeized, and difpoſed of with- 
out Appraiſment.“ 8 


c 


A 


c 


A 


3 


To this the Vicar, N pag. 13, 14, raid, = 


The Goods ſcqueſter d, (to the beſt of my 
© Remembrance) were one Feather-bed, a 
* ſmall Quantity of Pewter, half a Hide of 
*© Sole-Leather, five wooden Stools, and o- 
<« ther Lumber, ſo far from being worth 201. 
8 (as! is aſſerted in the Brig Account) that in 

C2 „ fact, 


cc 


(e 
cc 


c 


cc 
(c 
cc 
_ 
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fact, the were not worth 54. But beſides, 


not on Pennyworth of them was 4r;Þojcd 7, 
(as is aftorted in the Br:of Acc: si.7) . were 
they ciher ſchedul'd © apprais's, but Icir 
in the Houle ; which v:s broken open the 


third Night after the Sequeiiraition was p 
formed, E the Got were taken f 
Anence by the Son and! Vaughte- ; of Ach 


1 had ſt itrong Proof, ſeveral Nets .us hav- 


ing cen them in their 1 Iilefi0. : So ther 1 = 
ww _ advis'd to indie them for Eurglary and. 


* Jony, but I Wav'd the Proſecut:on. 


To the former Pat of this we aniwer'd, 


Vind. pag. 79, that © The beit of the Ic n- 


ſent's Remembranc: is not to be deper ded 
on for the proof of an Inventory: Nor is it 


at all probable, that his Memory can 2 
a true cz, of Goods, which, himſ-!i tvs, 
were neither ſcheduld nor apprais l. By 


his telling what he remembert, no Man can 
diſcover how much he hes forgot : And 
where the Quantity is uncertain, the Value 
can not be fixt. The Quakers had their Ac- 


count from the Sufferer, or his Family, who 


e |- 


nw both the Dyantity and North of their 

ND Gees Whether their Knowledge at 
me Time of the Sequeſtration, or the In- 
cumbent's liemery, ſeventeen Years after, 


I 


carry the greater = idence of Truth, an ar- 


Ginaly Capac % may aniy dc termine.“ 


And 10 the l Part of it, We gps d the 
Teſtimony Or Dani 1 [Yitizcms in a Letter, 
- Et2d, Carmerti-n Celis the 12th of the gih 


BP | 
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Month 1722, via. After the Sequeſtration 
« was executed, the Houſe and the Goods ſe- 
« gqueſtred, the Houſe v:as lockt up, and the 
« Guods therein, the Parſon did not proceed 
« pubiickly to appraiſe the Goods, but of a 
20 aden in the Night-time the Goods were 
« carried away, and the Door of the Houſe 
left open againſt the next Morning. Daniel 
finding the Door open, by his Orders his 
Son took Poſſeſſion of the ſame, the fad | 
„Daniel ill in Priſon.” 

The Vicar's Reply to this is obſervable. 
Dep. pag. 14. he ſays, As to the Value of 
« the Goods, the Valuation of them, which 
0 I publiſhed, Exam. pag. 13. was what I had 
« from * one of the Perſons who made the 
” Lear aa When, as the Truth of the mat- 
ter is, he publiſhed no Valuation, unleſs he 
V/ n call 1 it a Valv:tion of the Goods, to tell 
us, what a very ,a Part of them, by him 
epemeraiea, was nat rb. Am in Support 
of bis 6/2 Aſſertion that they were mot worth 
5/. he now engages to produce a Certificate | 
| ſigned by ſeveral Neigl. bours, that they were 
not worth Jeu. Who can withſta nd the F Force 
of ſuch Demonſtration? 

He will not diſpute, that < the Sufferer | 

could give the be A Accoant of the ( Quantity 
and Paracwais of his own Gocds,” aud yet 


A 


** 


„* 


2 _—_ 
_— 


* Porvaps be has forgot, that in the Examin tion, 
Hal be (uid 01 this Poigt t, Was ** 10 the beſt of bis 
5. 6B Re. Fear ANCE | | 
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_ lays, he © cannot agrce with the Authors of 
the Appendix (in what they never ſaid) that 
<« the Sufferer was a proper Perſon to put a 
Value on his Goods.” But ſurely he won't 
deny what they did ſay, that © the Sufferer 
* and his Family knew both the Quantity and 
„ Worth of their own Goods.” Nor that 
their Knowledge, who knew the Quantity and 
Particulars, imparted at. the Time of the Se- 
queſtration, is a better Evidence of the /Yorth 


of them, than his Memory, who knew neither, 


17 Years after ; or than the negative Certifi- 
cate of Perſons, adventurous enough to deny 
the Value of Effects, without knowing the 
Quantity and Particulars of them, 
As to the Diſpoſal of the Goods, he ſaid, 
Exam. pag. 13. that © not one Pennyworth of = 
them was diſpos d of, nor were they either 
« ſchedul'd or appraiſed, but left in the Houſe, 
which was broken open the third Night af. 
<« ter the Appraiſment, and the Goods were 
N taken from thence by the Son and Daugh- 
ter.“ Though indeed, nothing appears, 


2 


cc 


but his Says, to ſhew that the Houſe was 
broken open at all, or that the Son and Daugh- 


ter knew any thing of the Affair, till the next 
Davy, when the Door being found open, the 
* Son by his Father's Direction took Poſſeſſion 

3255 of the Houſe The Vicar indeed ſavs, The 
« Son and Daughter made a forcible Entry,” : 
But ho d the Son s going into the Houle, when 
the 


See ebe Later cited, Vind. Nag, bo. 


— 


625) 


the Doors were open, can be called ſo, we do 
not underſtand. Until he prove ſuch forcible 
Entry by the Son and Daughter, we ſhall con- 
ſider it as a Fiction of his own Invention. | 

The Vicar, unable to prove that the Son 
and Daughter took away the Goods, takes the 
Liberty to pervert our Words to make us prove 
it for him, and favs, Def. pag. 15. That 
* they were guilty of the Fact is now ( (it ſeems 
'twas not before) apparent, from their Flight, 
« for the Authors of the Appendix, pag. 84. 
« are pleaſed to tell us, That upon Notice 
« given them of the intended ſerving of A- 
tachments, the Son and Daughter alſo were 
obliged to leave their Habitations, for fear 
of Imprifonment.” Could the Vicar have 
produc” da any colourable Proof of what he had 
aid againſt the Son and Daughter, he neva 
not have had Recourſe to ſo barefac'd a Per- 
verſion. What we ſaid concerning their /co7- 
ing their Habitations, related to Attachments 
intended to be ſerved, as well a agair;ſt the Fa- 
ther, as the Son and Daughter, for kcepiug 
Poſſeſſion of the Frechold; and had no man- 
ner of Relation to the taking away the Goods. 
And, indeed, had they been guilty of Ba, gl 
and Felony, as the Parſon, Exam. Peg. 14. un- 
juſtly infiruates ; the tak; ng out of Attack- 
ments had been an unhcard C Method of Pro. 
CEECiAIg in Ca e of i woke Offences. If the 
Readci will be Pi ſed to TEX ew tc Sf pence: 
to our Vindicaticn, 85 8. 92, N 84, he wiz 
plainly fee v Vat; a mean and ptiſul Subte: fuge 
the VI war has ST 3695 i. te on kus Ogcation. 


cc 
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In the Appendix, pag. 81, we produc” d 
part of a Letter from Daniel i Iams, where- 
in he ſays, HE NEveR HAD ONE FARTHING's 
WORTH OF HIs Goops THAT WAS TAKEN 
Away. Upon this the Vicar, Def. pag. 16. 
queries, Does Daniel M. lliams really ſay 

N te true in the ſaid Com Ir printed Append. 
pag. 8 1. in Capitals? I have very good rea- 
“ ſon to think otherwiſe; for I have lately, 

and ſince the Publication of tlie Appendix, 
© becn credibly inform'd, that moſt of the 
© Goods were reſtored to him, and that tbey 
were fold by Daniel M — himſelf: And 
— * than I have heard from one who knows the 
articular Circumſtances of Time, Place, 
: . and Perſons.” 
Here's a nameleſs bear- ſay Story brought to 
prove a Mana Lyar. Let the Vicar meaſure his 

Practice herein by his own Rule, Def. pag. 2 1. 
„This ſets out with an Hear-ſay. — I have 
cc been informed, — and deſerves no Regard.” 
Again, pag. 19. What is there that the 8 /- 
fers (the Vicar) cannot accuſe Men 13 if 
8 they (he) be allowed the Privilege of bring- 
ing in for Wuneſſcs Perfons whom they 45 


e (he does) not name. How forcibly does his 


own Cenfure, cauſleſiy thrown at us, recoil up- 
on himfelf! : 
=> The Vicar farther cb een Def. pag. 16. 
that The Surmiſe, Append. pag. 80. ſcems 
A * on, not to fay ridiculous, vg. Tas ſup- 
pos d that the Perſons concerned in execu- 

" « tg the re aſhamed to make a 
r pudlick 
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<«« publick Appraiſment, and Sale of the Goods, 
eto avoid the Reproach of the Neighbours, 
carried them away privately by Night.” 
Upon this he queries, © But why thould they 
ebe aſhamed? Did they not act under Au- 
<« thoriiy?” As if all Offices acted under 
Authority were equally reputab.e : Had thoſe 
| Goods been publickly fold, would the Vicar 
have willingly been preſent at ſuch Sale? would 
not the Reproach of the Neighbours have made 
him bluſh ? Would not his Conſcience, of their 
cenſuring his Actions as © unworthy a Mini- 
<« ſtcr of the Goſpel of Peace, have made 
him uneaſy? Does not the Art and Shuffling 
he uſes, to cover the real Severity of the Proſe- 
cution, ſhew, that he has yet more Modeſty 
remaining than publickly to juſtify 1 it, though 
_ acted under Authority? But the Vicer adds, 
Their Order was (not to appraiſe, but) to 
keep the perſonal Effects in their Hands and 
Poſſoſſions. And did they not do ſo ? Did 
they not take the Goods into their Poſſeſſion by 
Night without appraiting ? Tis apparent the 
Vicar has not yet prov'd any one of his Sug- 
geſtions to the contrary, But he cavils at our 
laying, The Goods were diſpos'd of ; and calls it 
an eguimocal Word, though we think it a ſoft and 
| favourable Word, conſidering tne Action it 
was apply'd to; becauſe ſome Perſons, not 
| wholly i ignorant of the Law, eſteem that pri- 
vate taking away the Goods, * aum either 


icheduling or apf raiſing, to be an il legal Act, 
D and 


(628) 


and properly to be deſcribed by a Term more 
harſh than the Word diſpos d of. 

We hope we have now fully ſhewn, how 
weakly the Vicar ſupports the Objections he 
made in the Examination to the Circumſtances 
related in our Brief Account. 


We are next to conſider an Objection made 
in his Reply to a freſh Circumſtance, vig. That 
Daniel Wilhamss Freehold Eſtate ſeized, 

was worth about Erghty Pounds.” In order 
to prove it over-valued, he tells us, Def. pag. 
17. that © he has lately had the Peruſal of ſe- 
« veral ba wen, « 8 to that Eſtate.” 
What are they ? One Writing, ſays be, is 
© a Leaſe for 99 Years from Richard Reynolds 
to Daniel Williams, both of this Town, of 
can old Cottage at the Yearly Rent of 75 weloe 
* hence, and a Premium of Two Pounds and 
% Fifteen Shilling. This Writing concerns 
not the preſent Value, the old Cottage being 
gone, and a new Houſe built. The ſecond. 
Writing, fays the Vicar, is dated three 
Tears after, when Daniel Williams had re- 


6 built it, and is a Deed of Purchaſe for the 


Sum of Three Pounds ten Shillings.” This 
Writing too proves nothing of the Value of the 
Houſe, which, no doubt, was dearly purcha- 


ſed by the Charge of building it. The ehr, 
« ſays he, is a Leaſe and Reicaſe of the Pre- 


5 ce miſs from the ſaid Daniel Williams to 
& Sarah Pierce, Widow, of this Town, for 
> the Sum of Tumrr Pounds.  Andnow 


7 > —_ es. k AG w 4 8 
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to uſe the Vicar's own Words, we hope, this 


modeſt Objector will not reſent it, if he be 
aſked theſe Quzſtions : Is not the Freehold 


Eſtate to this Day ſubject to the heavy Incum- 
brance of the Sequeſtration ? Has it not been 
fold much the cheaper becauſe of that Incum- 
brance? Is not the Title to it, during Daniel 
Williams's Life, precarious, by reaſon of the 
Sequeſtration? Cannot the Vicar, were he 
_ inclined to revive the Trouble, Charge, and 


Odium of ſuch a Proceeding, turn out both the 


Old Man and the Widow, and take Poſſeflion 


of the Premiſes himſelf, by Virtue of the Se- 
queſtration ? And are not theſe Reaſons alone 
(which yet we think are not all) fully ſufficient | 
to cauſe a very large Deduction from the real 

Value of the Freehold ? Is the poor Old Man, 


under ſuch Circumſtances, obliged to accept 


Thirty Pounds for an Eſtate otherwiſe worth _ 


Eighty ? And may he not poſſibly be reduced 


to want that Bread in his extreme Old Age, 
which the other Fifty might have bought for 


him? And does not all this proceed from his 
not being in the legal Poſſeſſion of his Free- 
hold, and from a Want of Power legally to 
diſpoſe of or ſell it, during the Sequeſtration? 


As to the Coſts of Reference which the Vi- 
car ſpeaks of, Def. pag. 17, 18. whether paid 


him or not, we think that the Order of Court 
for paying them, made above two Years after 
the Sequeſtration, is an additional and plain 
Proof that the Vicar did hen oppoſe the diſ- 

charging the Sequeſtration, and did then pro- 


D 2 EY cure 
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cure the Continuance of it, and that he was 


very much miſtaken in ſaying, Exam. pag. 14. 
and in repeating, Def. pag. 20. That Daniel 


Williams has continued there (viz. fon bis 
e PFreebold) ever fince, without any n:anner of 


© Diſturbance given, Claim made, or Threats 
* uſed by my jj.” Upon this Repetition of 


his, he muſt alſo give us lcave to repeat from 
our Find. p. 84. How the Vicar can recon- 
* cile theſe Words with ſuch Proccedings, we 
* cannot conceive, unleſs by this mean Evaſi- 
* on, that thoſe Things were not done by b11- 
& ſelf, but by his Lawyers.” 


Having throughly conſidered all the Vicar's 


Objections reſpecting the Caſe we publith<d, 
we ſhall next attend to the other Paſſages of *:is 


Reply. Wherefore we return to pag. 11. 


where he ſays, © I am obliged to the Editors 


* for giving Tranſcripts of the Mittimus, of 


© the Order for Recommitment, and of the Or- . 
der for Sequeſtration.” "Tis well that we 
have oblig'd him, and that he is ſenfible of 


it. But what Uſe docs he make of this Fa- 


 vour? He tells ns, © Theſe Tranſcripts veril 


« what he ſaid, viz. that Daniel Williams 


ewas committed for Conte: apt of the Court. 
Who ever doubted that? But did not the ori- 
ginal Cauſe of that Commitment arite from the 
Vicar? Or in the Words of our Queries, Ap- 
bend. pag. 88. How came he (Daniel Mil. 
ams) under the Cognizance of the Court? 
Was it not by means of the Vicar's Bill for 


Matters 


* his Claim without ſuch Limitatior: 


4 


be Matters of Tithe, or pretended Right? ” 
| To which we added another Query in the very 


next Words, which the Vicar honours by his 
paſſing by it in profound Silence: Tis this, 
« Were not the ſeveral Orders of the Court for 
„ his (Daniel William's) Impriſonment and 
ce the Scqueſtiation of his Eſtate, obtained up. 
e on the Motion, and at the Requeſt of the 
« Plaintiff's Council?” He has not cited 
this, becauſe he knows the T; ranſeripts we 


oblig d him with, do fully anſwer it; for the 
Orders of Court, both for the Kato and 


the Sequeſtration, expreſly ſhew, that they were 
iſſued upon Actions and Allegations made by 


Mi. Morgan Owen being of the Plaintiff's 
Council. This fits cloſe upon the Vicar, 
can he avoid the Force of it, unleſs he ſhall 
make it appear that his Council in this Affair 
mov d without Directions, and without a Fee; 


 whick his Sollicitor's Bill of 20/. 9s. 4d. giv . 
us no _ to ſuſpect. 


nor 


Def. pag. 12. The Vicar ſays, © He did 


ENT. A Ho does believe, tut the Lani. 
on in Cap. 6. of the 7th and Stn of K? i þ 
« Wilkamthe 3d. which dirt ds the Ci ia. 


cc to be e Ty witE1 » 0 0 Yea: 8, . de his : 
« Caſe not to be within the ju: ifd; Civ: cit. 2 
1 Juſtices.” But that Limdution C6. de 10 


valid Plea, unleſs the Vicar was indecd __ 


rant of their being any other Ac for Re cover 


Nor is 
his Way of thinking about the A of ! arlia- 


ment he mentiolis, any Excuſe for his fuſing | 
1 Method 
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a Method directed by other As which he does 
not mention. 
D, pag. 18. He ſeems offended at a Paſ- 
tage 1 in our Vind. pag. 83. viz: © What Mo- 
tive induced the Vicar on a ſudden to releaſe 
_« Nanuel Williams out of Priſon, himſelf beſt 
« knows: He mizht perhaps apprehend ſome 
* impending Inconvenience to himſelf by con- 
* tinuing him there ?” His Reply to this is, 
4 The Vicar, who himſelf beſt knows what 
= ns inducing Motive was, does aſſure them, 
that what they have ſuggeſted was not the 
Motive; for the Vicar had nothing to fear 


i from D Williams or his Friends.“ Did 


any body ever ſay or ſuggeſt that he had? But 
it may not be improper Fere alſo to remind 
him, of what we have herein before obſerved, 
pag. 14. © That he has not communicated to 


. his Readers what Biſhop Oztley ſaid or writ 


to him on the Subject of Daniel Williams 1 


* Letter. 

Did. He is again offended at our impu- 
<« ting the Proſecution it ſelf to a Principle of 
* Revenge; not conſidering that tis almoſt 
| impoſſible to do otherwiſe : Let him but re- 
fect, how very abſurd it would be to impute 
ſuch a Proſecution to a Principle of Love and 
 _ Goodwill, or of common Chriſtianity ? Charity | 
itt ſelf in its utmoſt Extent can't reach that 

Length without deſtroying Knowledge, = 
We come next to what the Vicar, Def. pag. 
29. calls © loading him heavily.” What's 
this VI Load which he ſo heavily complains 


of ? 


9 
of? Tis an Extract from a Letter occaſionally 
writ to Daniel Williams at the Time, and u 
on the Subject of this Proſecution, and inſerted 
in our Vind. pag. 83. in which are theſe Words, 
«© He, meaning the Vicar, declares, he will be 
TM Prefident tor the quaſhing ſuch a Joolifh 
© Religion, for his Brothers the Clergy.” 
The Writer of that Letter is not nameleſs, for 
his Name is ſubſcribed to it, and it has all the 
_ viſible Marks a Letter can have of being genu- 
ine. The Vicar, who ſometimes talks of un- 
candid St ollie, is ſo very candid himſelf, 
on this Occaſion, as to declare, Ie vehe- 
1 ' mently ſuſpects us of quoting Letters which 
never were writ.” But this Suſpicion, ari- 
. from his own Jealouſy, and his Ignorance 
of us, we can't help. Ve would publith the 
whale Letter witn the Writer's Name, cculd 
we be well aſſured that it would not occaſion i 
Diſcord between tlie Vicar and his Neighbour, 
who, for ought we know, may have ſome 
Dependence upon or Intereſt in him. Hows 
ever, that it may appear ſuch a Letter was 
writ, any Perſon that deſires it, upon three 
- Days Notice given to the Printer of theſc Re- 
marks, and upon reaſonable Aſſurance that he 
will not expoſe the Wriier's Name to the Vi- 
car, ſhall Have the Liberty of reading it. And 
the like Satisfaction, on tae {me Terms, ſliall 
be given reſpecting any other Letter or Paper 
by us reſer'd to. But how docs dite Vicar de- 
fend himſclf againſt the Charge! 1 this Letter? 
Only by Ayu. g. To Wikio toy ſelt, as to this 
's raricular, 
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« particular, againſt the nameleſs Writer, (if | 
« ſuch an one there was) I am ready to declare 


upon Oarn, if I am called to it, that I ne- 


' ver made any ſuch Declaration, asthat, which 
LI am charged with in that Patlage.” This 
looks haſty : His Readineſs to take a negative 
_ Garn on ſuch an Occaſion, can add very lit- 
_ tle to the Reputation of his Veracity: "Tis to 
be hoped, he will never be called to it, but if 
he ſhould, let him conſider, that he cannot be 
ſecure as to the Truth of what he ſwears to, in 
ſuch a Caſe, without an impoſſible Aſſurance 
that he cannot poſſibly have forgot the Words 
he ſpoke ſeventeen Years ago. The poſitive 
Letter we cited carries with it an Evidence ſu- 
perior to ſuch a negative Teſtimony, — 
The Vicar's next Effort is, by deſtroying f 
Daniel Williams's Credit to eſtabliſh his own : 
A Practice ſo ungenerous, that he ſeems to go 
about it with 5 ; I am forry, ſays 
« he, Def. pag. 20. to find my ſelf driven by | 
« the „A to ſay it in my own Defence, 
and then proceeds, under this Semblance of Sor- 
row, to ſay concerning his Neighbour more 
| than he has proved to be true. 
Def pag. 21. The Vicar objects to 3 Let- 
ters by us cited, all which we inſiſt pou to be 


genuine and true. 


“The firſt of theſe, ſays be, is ſaid to be a 
0 © Letter from Daniel W . dated the 220 

ol the 3d Month 1723, Append. pag. 8 1. 
and ſets out with an Hearſay, I have been in- 
8 * formed, and deſerves no Regard. 5 
But 


+: w& 


But we think it does deſerve ſome Regard, 
becauſe the Times and Circumſtances of that 
and the other two Letters do ſo concur as mu- 
tually to ſupport and confirm the Credibility 
of each other. The firſt Letter relates to a 


| Report, after the Aſſizes, of his being to be 


turned out of the Houſe, and put in Priſon 


again, and reſpects a Matter then intended, 


which his next Letter dated three Months af- 


ter, v2. 22d of the 6th Month 1 2 „ ſhews 


was attempted, and wherein he « This 


Day the Prieſt ſent his Lawier, ** his o- n 


<« Servant, and another Catchpowl * to my 


< Houſe, and they would very fain have per- 


« faded my Children to go out of the Houſe, 
« and becauſe they would not do as they 


„ would, the Lawier took my Daughter with 
Violence to drague her out.” This Attempt 
not ſucceeding, Attachments were taken out 
againſt Father, Son and Daughter, as appears 
by the third Letter, writ by a Perſon well ac- 


quainted with the Vicar's Proceedings, about 


the 27th of Odober 1723, which Letter the 
charitable Vicar ſuſpects we have ſorged. But 
ſo conſiſtent are thoſe Letters, and attended 
with ſuch Circumſtances, that the only Ground 
they have left for S- —_— is their 4 Hon ; 


E L. 


to the VI icar. 
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dhe Vicus ben Servant, J nes Brown,” 
| ſeems to bave learnt of bis due, 1 to deny, 


what probably B= may ' have et. 
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Laſtly, He objects to another Letter, cited 
in the Append. pag. 80, viz. A Letter from 
Daniel Williams dated 12th of the gth Month 
1722, that © In this pretended 1 Daniel 
« Williams ſpeaks of himſelf no leſs than 
twice in the third Perſon, as, Daniel find- 
ing the Door open, and the faid Daniel {till 
* in Priſon.” This is ſo far from a Proof of 
the Letter's being a pretended one, that tis 
rather a Proof of its Reality. The Vicar may 
aſſure himſelf that the Tranſcriber of the Paſ- 

age ſaw that Impropriety, and yet did not alter 
1 The Letter came from Daniel Williams, 
the Extract of it is taken verbatim: Daniel : 
was then in Priſon, and the Letter, though 
— by him, might not be written with his 
own Hand: And we appeal to the Vicar him- 
_ ſelf, whether he thinks Daniel Williams to be 
a Man of ſo much Learning, as that ſuch an 

Impropriety as this could not eſcape his Notice. 

Wie now willingly ſubmit, what the Vicar, 
Def. pag. 21. fays 4 mult ſubmit, 212. the 
« Genuineneſs and Truth of thoſe Letters to 
ce the Reader's Conſideration.” “ 
| Here we take our Leave of the Vicar, wiſh- 
ing him well, and that he may henceforth en- 
joy the Happineſ of a PO ol and quiet Life, 
free from Low Suits, ; 
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S E CT. III. 


; Obſervations on the Reply of Thomas Williams 
Rector of Llanvareth, and on the Three Re- 
marks made in the Defence upon his Caſe. 


T HIS Rector, Exam. pag. 17. declared, 
that he © had akoays uſed the Qualers 
« with the utmoſt Gentlencſs,”” Upon this we 
obſerv'd, Vind. pag. 91. that this akoays, 
«© reſpecting Fane Lloyd, could not be true, 
_ © unleſs we accept her Proſecution and Impri- 
* ſonment for an Act of his utmoſt Gentleneſs.” 
In the Beginning of his Reply, Def. pag. 
22. he changes his Expreſſion, utmoſt Gentle- 
neſs into great Gentleneſi, which ſhews, that 
we have convinc'd him that his former Expreſ- 
ſion was not juſtifiable, and therefore he was 
under a Neceſſity of ſubſtituting another in its 
Stead, before he could venture to ſay what he 
now does, I hope the Publick is convinced 
that it has been true even as to her.” Under 
this Turn of Expreſſion he would ſtill retain 
his Word always, which yet he muſt part 
with, for it cannot be true, that he has 4 
ways uſed Jane Lloyd with great Gentleneſs. 
Was it great Gentleneſs which cited her into the 
Court at Brecon ? Was it great Gentleneſs which 
procur'd her being declar'd Contumacious for 
OD e not 
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not appearing there in the Depth cf Winter, 
when the Floods were dangerous? Was it 
great Gentleneſs which mov'd for and obtained 
a Certificate of that Contumacy ? Was it great 


Gentlene/s which apply'd for a Warrant from 


the Juſtices upon that Certificate? Was it great 
Gentleneſ which ſent her to Goal by virtue of 
that Warrant? That all theſe Acts were true, 
he denies not: Neither do we deny, that he 


uſed Fane Lloyd with as much Gentleneſs as 's 
conſiſtent with the Truth of them. But it 
ſo many Actions of Severity are conſiſtent with 


always uſing great Gentleneſs, ſeems to s a 
ſingular Opinion of the Rector of Lia. uretb. 


But how comes the Rector, if he indeed 

thinks the Method of the Ecce, it 

Court, which he proceeded in, to d a 
Method of great Gentleneſs, to declare, Def. 


pag. 23. that he had Recourſe to it contrary 


<« to his natural Inclination? If the Method 
be contrary to his Temper ; tis a Reflection 


on his own good Nature to call it a gentle one. 


The next Thing the Rector objects to is, 
that © the Authors of the Appendix call the 


< Meaſures he then took precipitate Meaſures.” 


But why did they call them ſo? Becauſe his 
Applying to the Eccle/iaftical Court ſeemed raſs 
and haſty, He mentions but once going to her 
Houſe with a Conſtable, and finding her Doors 
ſhut at that Time, never went more, but ra 
and haſjiily put her into the Eccliſiaſtical Court. 


But he will not admit the Meaſures he took to 


be raſb and haſty, © for, ſeys be, firſt, I did 


© not 
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not take that Courſe to recover my Dues 
<< till after the Way by Diſtreſs had been tried 
and found to be ineffeCtual.” But how did 
it appear inęffectual? By the Doors being ſhut; 
and his not going again when they were open, 
and when it might have been efectual. And 
* Secondly, ſays he, when I did go into ano- 
ether Way, I proceeded with great Gentle- 
* neſs.” Here he uſes the Word Gent zeneſs, 
not for Compaſſion or good Nature, but for 
Slouneſi; adding, how much Time paſt be- 
tween the Summons and Citation, and betwixt 
the Date of her Contumacy and her Confinement. 
But we can't eaſily diſcern how the Siu of 
ſuch a Proceeding leſſens its Severity, He al- 
fo fays, © Had it not been for the Incumbent's 
* Gentleneſe, a proper Complaint might have 
been _ oft he Goaler, who was certainly "WP 
e puniſhable for ſuffering this” But then it 
would alſo certainly have appeared that the 
Gentleneſs was the Goaler's, not the Incumbent's ; 
fo that the Rector's great Gentlen: %, with which 
be always uſed Jane Lloyd, after all his Talk 
about it, amounts to this, That he was ſo gen- 


le to the Goaler as not to proſecute him for 


his Genfleneſs in giving her ſome Liberty. But 


the Reader may obſerve, that when the Rec- 


tor, Exam. pag. 18. ſaid, « She never return; 
to Goal,” He ſaid more than he could then 
_ poſſibly know, if his own next Words be true, 
| 472, © Nor did J ever hear a Tittle of her 
* ſince.” Certainly he could not know whe- 
ther ſhe returned to Goal, or continued a Pri- 


ſoner 
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ſoner at large, without ever hearing a Tittle 
concerning her. 
.- "on Rector has one Com plaint more, which 

is, that © the Quakers, it ſeems, will not al- 
low that tlieir & Brethren are at all obliged to 
him for what he has done for ſo many Years 
e jn ſereening them from Trouble from the 
e Pariſh- Clerk.“ And to make them ſenfi- 
ble of this Obligation, ſays, © that by Cuſtom 
« immemorial all N of the! Pariſh of 
« Llamvareth, above the Age of Sixteen, ought 
* to pay, and Time out of Mind have paid, 


<« certain Annual Dues (he ſhould have faid 


«© Demands) to the Sexton or Pariſh-Clerk, 
and that this is actually the Cuſtom and U- 

« ſage of all the Pariſhioners (the Quakers only 
_ «© excepted) to this Day.” His other Pariſhi- 
oners may (for ought we know) have been 
cuſtomarily impoſed upon; but what's that to 
us? We ſhall inform the Rector of an older 
Cuſtom, on condition he will keep it to him- 
ſelf, and not tell his Pariſhioners of it. Tis 
what we have met with in a Paſlage cited 
from Biſhop Stillingfleet's Eccleſiaſtical Caſes, 
Pag, 131, 132. vg. There were of old ſeveral 
_« Clerks belonging to the Church, and they 
were all maintained by the Minifter at bis 
«own * Charge.” If this older Cuflom be right, 
the Rector, inſtead of being, as he fays, at 
* an Annual Expence one Year with another 
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= See a 3 enticed, The Exatticns and 
en of Pariſh Fees, by Francis _ * 21. 
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« of Eiglt or Nine Shillings out of his Poc- 
*« ket,” on account of the Qzakers not paying 
the Pariſh-Clerk, is really a Gainer of all that 
Money into his Pocket, which the Pariſh- 
Clerk receives from other People, toward that 
Maintenance the Miniſter ought to allow him. 


We come next to conſider the three Remarks 
made on the Caſe of the Rector of Llanvareth. 


I. © It is plain, a the Remarker, Def. 
pag. 24. that the Method of going to the 
4 which was firſt tried by the Cler- 
gyman, proved utterly ineffectual, through 
the Oppoſition made to the Execution of 
ee the Laws by the Qyater.”” Though be 
might wich more Juſtice have remarked, that 
the Rector made the Experiment but once, and 
that the Reaſon he ſucceeded not, was, his 
Coming when the Doors were ſhut ; and 3 
does not appear that ſhe ſhut them 1 in any Op- 
poſition to the Warrant. 
He proceeds to rema ark, that the raters 
ſpeaking of her (Fane Lloyds) refuling to 
open her Doors to let in the Perſons who. 
came to execute the Warrant, add, Afpend. 
pag. 93. Ii hicl fbe might well da as wmvoil- 
ling 10 be acceſiary to tho Seizure of ber own 
1 Goodi From this ! allage, which he calls 
an wiruorded ane, the Remarier fancies he kas = 
made a deep Diſcovery. © From the Beha- 
„ yiour, ys, of eue Llard, and what the 
5 Qua alters have t thrown Out uf pon it. he muſt 


= be 
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te be blind indeed, that does not ſee, ſhould 
« the Quakers ever obtain the Law, which 
e they ſo much defire, what kind of Treat- 
« ment the Clergy may expect to meet with 


« from them.” The Danger ſuggeſted with 


all this Formality is only, that if the Perſons 


who come to execute a Warrant, find the 


Doors ſbut, the Qzakers will not open them 


to let them in. Certainly, neither Law nor 
Reaſon would expect they ſhould. But in ſuch 
a Circumſtance, the Perſons ſhut out have a 


fure Remedy at hand : For the Law can give 


Authority to open them: But there's no need 
of that ; for, let the Perſons but come again 


when the Doors are open, and they may be 


aſſured, from the conſtant peaceable Practice 


of the Quakers, that they will not ſhut them 

to keep them out: Which is as kind a Re- 
ception as ſuch Gueſts will ever expect, if the 
Parſon himſelf be not with them. How a Be- 


haviour, ſo entirely paſſive, can be conſtructed 


e a keeping themſelves upon the watch, mak- 


e ing Perſons attending with Warrants wait 


« from Time to Time, and reſolving to tire 
« them out,” the Remarker perhaps may un- 
dertake to explain; but till he does, his pre- 


| tended Diſcovery mult paſs for no other than z 
frivolous and groundleſs * Inſinuation. 


His 


- —_— 
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17 The Remarker is here ſo mean, as to throw a 

| Stone at a particular Perſon: His Words are, „It 
« js not unlikely, that when the Qzakers them- 
«« ſelves ſhall reflect upon it, the Perſon employed 


« by 
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II. His ſecond Remark, Def. pag. 26. be- 
gins thus, The Reader will obſerve with 
* what Degree of Candour the Clergy are 
treated by the Quakers.” "Tis with as great 

a Degree of Candour as the Actions of thoſe 

Clergymen will admit ; and we have no bet- 
ter Rule to judge by. If without reaſonable 

Trial of an eaſier Method they proceed haſtily 
to a ſeverer, we call it precipitate, and whe- 
ther the Rector of Llanvareth did not ſo, the 
Reader may be able to judge, when he ſhall 
have compar'd his Anfwer with our Vindicati- 
, and his Reply with our Remarks thereon. - 


F We 


a — — — — N 


22 


by them to write their Vindication, may meet 
«© with a Cenſure from his Principals for imma- 
<« turely blabbing out a Matter, which, for the 
_ «+ preſent at leaſt, a more wary Advocate would 
«© have made a Secret of.” The Remarker, in this 
Point, feems ſo ambitious of appearing wile, that be 
ſeigns a Secret, where none is, to plume himſelf with 
the Reputation of diſcovering one; and cauſl:fly charges 
another Perſon with Unwarineſs, 10 make himſelf ſeem 


ſubtle. The Perſon who corit that Vindication takes 


bis Opportunity to afſure the Remarker, that be 
never writes any thing but bat is agreeable io bis own 
Sentiments; that he dares dijiover his Thoughts 
without far of auy Man's Cenſure; that be is under 
no Temptation to do otherwiſe ; and that be would diſ- 
dain to ſerve any Principals of ,h nean Principles as to 
expect it of him: In a Mrd th..' there is not a Cler- 


gyman in the whole Dioceic of St. David's, that ſtands 


in leſs Awe of hi; Dioceſan, han tvat Writer does of 
bis Principals, : 


1 


We are call'd, by this kind Remarker, 
*« Unkind Interpreters of the Actions of our 
„ Neighbours,” only for ſaying that ** there 
te could not be a clearer Demonſtration of Ma- 
« lice than a rigid Procedure after ſeveral 
_ © Years Premeditation.” Is not this true? 
The Examiner don't deny it; and yet calls it 
an harſb way of Fudging; as if there could be 
a milder way of Judging, than from the clear- 
eſt Demonſtration. And yet the Remarker 
_ expreſſes © a Degree of Concern that there 
*« ſhou'd be, at any time, Inſtances of fo harſh 
© a Way of Judging to be found in a Coun- 
try of Chriſtians,” And queries, How 
can ſuch a Liberty of conſtruing Men's Ac- 
tions, and preſuming to dive into the ver 
Secrets of their Hearts, ever be reconciled to 
that excellent Goſpel Rule of doing as we 
* would be done by? We meddle not with 
their Hearts, but their Fruits, their moſt pub- 
lick A#ions ; and leave every Man at Liberty 
to make the beſt Interpretation he can of thoſe 
Actions, conducting his Judgment by that e::- 
cellent Goſpel Rule, Te ſball know them by their 
| Fruits: A good Tree cannot bring forth evil 
Fruit. Are Proſecutions at Law the Fruits of 
Love and tender-heartednejs ? Is the Impriſon- 
ment of a poor Widow the Fruit of Chriſtian 
Charity ? Are theſe Things reconcileable with 
| doing as Men would be done by ? Tis poſhble, 
that a Way of Judging, capable of anſwering 
theſe Queſtions i in the Affirmative, may be 
found in a Country of Clriſtians: But Le Ol 
1a | 
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ſhall publickly ſo declare his Judgment, cat 
ſcarce give a clearer Evidence of his being n 
more than a nominal One. The Remarker 
farther queries, Would the Qualers like it, 
that any Actions of theirs, though capable of 
a good Interpretation, ſhould yet be blacken'd 
with a badone? ” Such a Query as this is not 
properly applicable to any Actions but ſuch 
as are viſibly indifferent, and therefore in the 
preſent Caſe can be of no Force; becauſe the 
Actions we ſpeak of are ſo viſibly evil, that to 
call them good, would be an evi Interpretation, 
and to call them evil, is a good one. 


III. The inquiſitive Remarker fancies, Def. 
Pag. 27. that he has found a Key to unlock a- 
nother Cabinet of the Puakers Secrets, and 
lays, © it may prove a Key to the right under- 
* ſtznding of diverſe Paſſages in their Brief 
* Account.” What's this Key? Tis an ima- | 
ginary Meaning he would fix to © this Ex- 
* preſſion, continued Priſoner, or remained 
« Priſener, which, he ſays, © is to be found 
© more than fifty Times, and in above fijiy 
Caſes in the Brief Account.” The reafon 
of which is that ſo many Times and in ſo many 
_ Cafes the Expreſſion is ſtrictly true: Tis fo in 
the Caſe of Fane Lloyd, who, we fay, continued 
Priſoner about jix: Months. The Remarker tells 
us, that © the Incumbent denies this to have 
been fact,“ but refers not to any Paſſage, ci- 
ther in his Anſicer or Reply, wherein he denies 
it ; nor indeed can we find any, We there- 
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fore think, he does not deny it, but cavils a- 
bout it when he fays. Exam. peg. 18. She 
Vas taken to Goal, but in less un oe Month 
< I found her to be at Liberty io go where 
« ſhe pleaſed, which I connired at, reſolving. 
not to trouble her any farther : She never 
< return'd to Goal, nor did 1 cer hear the 
& leaſt Tittle of her ſince.” Tn faying this, 
his Expreſſion is larger than ls Knows dge. 
His firſt Words, She was taken to Goal,” 
he indeed may certainly know to be tree, tor 
in that only docs he appear to have he ny 
Concern : But his ſaying © he fur. wer at 
Liberty to go where ſhe pleaſed,” is a Nli- 
ſtake ; for the Liberty granted her was to) 
only where the Goaler pleaſcd, even into tne 
cloſeſt Confinement at his Call. This Liberiy 
of a Priſoner, is the Liberty the Incumbent 
ſays, © he connived at, refolving-/not to r:cu- 
e ble her any farther.” He had already ircv- 
bled her ſufficiently in ſending her to Gcal, 
and the Connivance he talks of, is only that he 
did not proſecute the Goaler for giving her 
Leave to go home, and which, he ſays, pag. 
23. © The Goaler was certainly puniſhable for 
* ſuffering,” which certainly is a Proof that 
the was all that Time his Piiioner. The In- 
_ conſiſtency of the Rector's ſaying, ** She never 
* return'd io Goal, Sc. we have already 
_ Jnewn in pag. 39 ſoregeing. 
But, ſays the Remarke, Defence pag. 28. 
The Duakers are called upon to make out 
their S/ Months; and how do they make 
Hy 85 — * 
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them out? As plainly as can be: By aſ- 
ſigning, Vind. pag. 94. the Time of her Com- 
mitment, and the Time of her Releaſe; the 


Former in the Month called May, and the 


Latter in November, 1726. The Remarler 
does not gainſay either the Time of her Com- 


mitment, or the Time of her Releaſe, nor that 
the Time between them was about fix Months : 
But this Revealer of Secrets tells us, that By 
this we muſt mean (what neither we nor 

any Body elſe can avoid Meaning) that it 
was ſo long before ſhe was legally diſcharg- 


« ed from Priſon.” Is it poſſible for the Time 


Perſons continued Priſoners, or remained Pri- 


ſoners, to be better proved, than by aſſigning 


the Time of their egal Commitment and the 


Time of their /ega/ Diſcharge, which Times 


reſpectively are the Beginning and End of every 


Impriſonment: By this moſt clear and mcſt 
plain Proof, we conducted our ſelves in com- 
puting the Time in the ſeveral Caſcs related. 
But the Remarker, in Defiance and Contempt 
of all Proof, cavils on thus * So that the true 
Meaning of theſe Words, cant nued Prisoner 
about fix Month, comes out at :21t thus, Not 


c 


* 


that Jane Lloyd was literally in Priſon, or 
« was actually confin'd fo long: No; but that 
* ſhe might have been fo long impriſon'd, 


had it not been for the Conmuonce . od Le- 


« nity of the Proſecutor.” W hen os ti very 
Truth of the Caſe, confirm'd by the plai::: t 
Proof, is literally as we expreſs'd it, that 


ſhe continued Prifen'r about fix Months. She 
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was literally ſent to Jail by the Incumbent ; 
ſhe was literally a Priſoner till her legal Diſ- 
charge thence, which was about ſix Months 
after. If atany Time ſhe had (as the Incum- 
bent Def. pag. 23 inform'd us that he was 


inform'd) the Liberty to go home; tis certain, 
the Incumbent, who knew of that Liberty but 
by Information, had no hand in granting it: 
She muſt have becn, not only as ſhe was, 


literally a Priſoner, but ſhe muſt have been 
literally in Priſon; ſhe mult have been /:terally 


cicſe confin'd all that Time, had it not been 
for the Mercy of the Gcaler: But what's that 
to the Incumbent? As to any Act of his, ſhe 


continued literally in Priſon where he put her. 


He don't ſo much as pretend that he gave any 
Dircctions for her Liberty; nor does he appear 

to be in any wiſe concerned therein. But the 

| Remarker to make him ſeem ſo, aſcribes to 
him the Action of another Man; and to ſhew 
himſelf an able Defender of the Clergy, adorns 
the Incumbent with the Goaler's Lenity, and 
then cxhibits him to the World as a Pattern of 


great Gentleneſs. *** 8 
Me here obſerve, that we neither did, nor 


do, know any thing of the Goaler's Favour to 


Fane Lloyd, but what the Incumbent has re- 
| lated. So that the Remarker's applying that 
particular Circumſtance, to the Words, cont:- 
med Priſoner, even in her Caſe, is not juſt : 


But to apply Hat Circumſtance, which we 


know nothing of, to our Expreſſions in other 


Caſes, under the Name of our own Interpreta- 


tion 


| 
| | 
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tion, is very unjuſt : Nor does it in the leaſt 
leſſen the Severity of the Proſecutions to ſhew, 
that in ſome particular Caſes, the Goalers were 
more favourable than the Pr vfecutors defired 


| they ſhould be. 


SECT. i. 
The Concluſim 


We now appeal to the Readers Joke Nt, 


* VV HETHER the Perſons concerned in 


Defence of the Two forementioned Ca- 


ſes, ha we not by mean Evajions and uwnnectifors 
Ceovis, vainly endeavour'd to avoid the Force 


of plain and undeniable Accounts? 
II. Whether the Proſecutions and Impriſon- 
ents of the Qualers by thoſe two Clergy- 


men, have not had a natural Tenden icy to 
_ detract from their Eitimation among other 


Men, reſpecting the CJaratler they nw] to 


bear, of being Min ters of the Ce of 
P-ace * e 


III. Whether. it the Reſtricdion PE OT? by 


the Qt, had many Yeas ago been grant- 
ed, it would not have been beneficial 5 tReſe 


Sl 4 Clergymen ; 1. Ey ſaving them mich 
Trouble ad Cha tge in carrying on Proſe- 


cutious ineffectual to the Recovery of their 


Claims: 5 
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Claims : 2. By keeping their own Reputations 
free from the Blemiſh incurr'd thereby : 3. By 
preſerving the Characters of a numerous Bro- 
therhood in the Dioceſe of St. David's, from 


the Reflections naturally ariſing by Means of 


the Miſconduct of thoſe Too ? 


TV. Whetherthe Judgment of the numerous 

_ Clergy of that Dioceſe (theſe Two only except- 

ed) concurring to diſuſe theſe Methods for 40 
Years together, be not a reaſonable Proof of 


thcir being to them unneceſlary ? : 
V. Whether it be reaſonable or equitable to 


indulge the Paſſions of thoſe Tuo, in the Uſe 


of Methods, refuſed by their Order in General, 


detrimental to themſelves, and reproachful to 


their whole Fraternity ? 


VI. Whether the Tithes, demandable by 
Law, either by the Clergy or Others, be not 
better ſecured to them by one, uniform, ſhort, 
eaſy and certain Method of Recovery; than 
by having recourſe to a variety of Proſecutions, 
| zediousand expenſive, to Themſelves and Others, 
diſhonourably ſevere, and in the End oftentimes 


ineffectual? 
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